REPORT OF THE AUDITOR-GENERAL TO THE NORTHERN CAPE PROVINCIAL 
LEGISLATURE AND COUNCIL ON THE JOE MOROLONG LOCAL MUNICIPALITY 


REPORT ON THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 


Introduction 

1 . I was engaged to audit the financial statements of the Joe Morolong Local Municipality, 

set out on pages 6 to 51 which comprise the statement of financial position as at 
30 June 2012, the statements of financial performance, changes in net assets and cash 
flows for the year then ended, and the notes, comprising a summary of significant 
accounting policies and other explanatory information. 


Accounting Officer’s responsibility for the financial statements 

2. The accounting officer is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these 
financial statements in accordance with the South African Standards of Generally 
Recognised Accounting Practice (SA Standards of GRAP) and the requirements of the 
Municipal Finance Management Act of South Africa, 2003 (Act No. 56 of 2003) (MFMA) 
and Division of Revenue Act of South Africa, 201 1 (Act No. 6 of 2011) (DoRA), and for 
such internal control as the accounting officer determines is necessary to enable the 
preparation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due 
to fraud or error. 


Auditor-General’s responsibility 

3. My responsibility is to express an opinion on the financial statements based on 
conducting the audit in accordance with the Public Audit Act of South Africa, 2004 (Act 
No. 25 of 2004) (PAA), the general notice issued in terms thereof and International 
Standards on Auditing. Because of the matters described in the Basis for disclaimer of 
opinion paragraphs, however, I was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence 
to provide a basis for an audit opinion. 

Basis for disclaimer of opinion 

Accumulated surplus 

4. Accumulated surplus was reflected as R545 929 089 (201 1 ; 666 066 268) in the 
statement of financial position. 1 was unable to perform satisfactory audit procedures to 
obtain reasonable assurance as sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be 
obtained for the calculation error where the closing balance of accumulated surplus was 
understated with R39 245 808 as at 30 June 2012 and overstated on 1 July 201 1 with 
R4 131 234. 

5. Sufficient appropriate audit evidence for journals of R3 209 927 223 (201 1 : debit journals 
entries of R49 202 488 and credit journal entries of R4 906 014) passed to restate the 
corresponding figures for inventories, VAT receivable, Receivables from non exchange 
transactions, consumer debtors, property, plant and equipment, intangible assets, 
investments, other financial liabilities, unspent conditional grants and receipts, payables 
from exchange transactions, provisions, other financial liabilities and accumulated surplus 
could not be obtained. Consequently, I could not obtain reasonable assurance on the 
correction of error as no note was disclosed in the financial statements pertaining to 


correction of errors. 


Property, plant and equipment 

6. Property, plant end equipment of R609 948 461 (201 1 : 677 579 366) was 

note 3 to the financial statements. I could not obtain reasonable assurance due to the 
matters listed below: 


. Reconciliations between the asset registers and the general l^ger ye not 
performed and therefore a difference was found between the land register and 

financial statements of R1 084 705. 

■ Sen/itudes were not included in the asset register and subsequently not accounted 
for in the financial statements. 

• Depreciation and amortisation (note 31) is overstated with R532 675 and prope^, 
plant and equipment (note 3) is understated with the same amount as the 
depreciation calculated on the asset registers do not reconcile to the financial 
statements. 


• No depreciation was calculated on community assets, however depreciation was 
incorrectly calculated on land of R121 780. 

• Investment property of R3 084 900 were reflected as property, plant and equipment. 

. Assets with a negative value of R204 990 were incorrectly included in the asset 
register. 

• Assets that were damaged by fire were not accordingly impaired. 

• Rehabilitation cost were incorrectly disclosed under general expenses (note 25) and 
not as property, plant and equipment of R1 243 676. 

• Useful life of assets used in determining depreciation was substantially different from 
GAMAP113. 


• Assets could not be traced from the floor to the asset register. 


7. The municipality's records did not permit the application of alternative audit procedures. 

8. i was unable to perform satisfactory audit procedures to obtain reasonable audit 
assurance as sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be obtained to verify all work 
in progress projects completed were included In the asset registers, additions o 

R443 251 , disposals and related income were correctly accounted for, land were 
accurately included in the amount for property, plant and equipment and assets were 
correctly accounted for in terms of Directive 7: Deemed cost. 


Intangible assets 

9, Intangible assets of R27 945 were disclosed in note 4 to the financial statements. I could 
not obtain reasonable assurance due to the matters listed below. 

. The asset register is incomplete and not all required disclosures have been made. 

. Not all additions have been disclosed as the current financial system was not 
included in the asset register. 


1 0. I was unable to perform satisfactory audit procedures to obtain 

assurance as sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be obtained to verify 

additions of R12 435. 


Cash and cash equivalent 

11. Cash and cash equivalents of R14 337 108 (2011: R19 926 93^) ^as disclo^^^^ 

12 to the financial statements. A difference of R1 1 566 352 was identified be^een the 
financial statements and the bank confirmation received. I was ® ^ 

reasonable assurance on disclosure of the bank balance in the financial statements. 

1 2 As reported in the prior year sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be obtained 
for reconciling items on the bank reconciliation of R41 864 371 as regular ^ank 
reconciliations was not performed. Consequently, 1 was unable to perform satisfartory 
audit procedures to obtain reasonable audit assurance pertaining to cash and cash 

equivalent. 


Investments 

1 3. I was unable to perform satisfactory procedures to obtain reasonable audit assurance on 

withdrawals made from the investment accounts of R17 182 800. 


Inventories 


14. inventories were reflected as R1 164 975 (2011-. R1 2 “ 940) in note7totl«finaTOal 
statements. I could not obtain reasonable assurance due to the matters listed below. 


. The municipality does not have an inventory system in place to idenfily. account, 
issue and disclose inventory against the accounting policy adopted. Subsequently, 
water inventory was not accounted for and inventory was not sufficiently disclosed. 
During inventory count, inventory was identified which were not included in the 
amount disclosed of R21 933. 

1 5. The municipality’s records did not permit the application of alternative audit procedures. 


Taxes 

16. 


The value-added tax (VAT) was reflected as R13 598 570 (2011: R12 225 978) in note 8 
to the financial statements. The South African Revenue Services 
after assessment reflected a R7 131 493 receivable. Consequently, the WT dis e 
was overstated by R6 467 077. Furthermore. I could not determine the effect of VAT on 
fringe benefits as it was not calculated and input VAT was not charged on invoices ol 


R167 705. 1 could not determine the effect on the other eccounl belences or classes of 
transactions contained in the financial statements. 

Receivables from exchange transactions 

17 As reported in the prior year, sufficient f ^closed iJmoteT^ 

for trade receivables from was unable to 

peXSrsfacto?J'SitTo^^ receivables from exchange transactions. 

Receivables from non-exchange transactions 

ie. I could not Obtain reasonable toThe 

Trade and other payables 

” sssssr-iss^r^sSr 

audit evidence of trade payables of RM %6 307 m d^osea m me 

permit the application of alternative audit procedures. 

Other financial liabilities 

application of alternative audit procedures. 

Unspent conditional grants and receipts 
21 . 


matters listed below. 

was identified. 

. For the EPWP grant, a difference of R35 692 between the amount received and the 
amount disclosed was identified. 

. The reconciliation and the financial statements differ with R54 51 6 229. 

. For Municipal Infrastructure <5rant receiv^ - not obtain sufficient 

appropriate evidence for the movement of R1 1 480 586. 


22 . 


The municipality’s records did not permit the application of alternative audit procedures. 


Provisions 

23 Provisions of R4 41 9 063 was disclosed in note 1 6 to the financial statements. I could not 
obtain reasonable assurance on the leave accrual was reflected as provisions of 

R1 460 326 and not as payables 

24 1 could not obtain reasonable assurance on the provisions refleded as R4 41 9 063 
(2011- R3 441 01 5) in note 1 6 to the financial statements as sufficient appropriate audit 
evidence could not be obtained, I could not obtain reasonable assurance on the accuracy 
of the leave days used in the calcul^ion of ^e leave provision. The entity s records did 
not permit the application of alternative audit procedures. 

Employee benefits 

25. I could not obtain reasonable assurance on employee benefits reflected as R2 723 178 in 
note 26 to the financial statements as sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not 
obtained Disclosures were incomplete as pension fund contributions were not disclosed 
and disclosures required for section 57 managers were incomplete. The entity s records 
did not permit the application of alternative audit procedures. 

Contingent liabilities 

26 SA Standards of GRAP 19, Provisions, contingent liabilities and contingent 

assets, paragraph 110 states that unless the possibility of any outflow in settlement is 
remote, an entity shall disclose for each class of contingent liability at the reportmg date a 
brief description of the nature of the contingent liability. I could therefore not obtain 
reasonable assurance on Contingent liabilities as none was disclosed. The entity s 
records did not permit the application of alternative audit procedures 


Commitments 

27 I could not obtain reasonable assurance on commitments (201 1;R6 079 411) as sufficient 
appropriate audit evidence could not be obtained. I was unable to satisfy myself due to a 
lack of a commitment register and the absence of a system to account for commitments. 
The entity's records did not permit the application of alternative audit procedures. 


Revenue from non-exchange transactions 

28. I could not obtain reasonable assurance on Revenue from non-exchange transactions of 
R3 1 16 338 (2011 ■ R101 853 644) as sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be 
obtained. I was unable to satisfy mysetf as no property registers were kept updated and 
tariff listings were not provided. The entity’s records did not permit the application of 

alternative audit procedures. 

Revenue from exchange transactions 

29. I could not obtain reasonable assurance on Revenue from exchange transactions of 
R12 648 054 (2011: R1 176 611) as sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be 
obtained. The entity’s records did not permit the application of alternative procedures 


below; 

by the grants register not kept. 

' ^ r th^bal” tate^nf foT' =™pTrant'’rf R36 SW^and id MUMd by ths grants 
register not kept, 

31. Grants received were incrjrrecUy ~uw''n“'"S 

rs^L^'b'^ a^^Jurcetn^r rs^o^^rrStfaranera iisted beir.: 

• Medical aid creditor was incorrectly 451^^4^^^ sufficient 

SX 

the application of alternative procedures. 

not permit the application of alternative procedures. 

Expenditure * oc -se aarsri vr 

rz w ♦ rvra r.f R 191 ORQ 596 f201 1 ' R88 625 356) was disclosed tn notes 25, 36 ana 3/ 

“■ ^asinabta assurance due to Ure ma«ers 

listed below; 

. An amount recorded in the general ledger did not =9'“ '» if® 

R1 659 775 and therefore the financial statements are overstate . 

A * rsf roi-^rsi was recorded in the 2012 financial statement and not in 

• Mira°n“d meSil expenditure is ;eta^r^~ 

understated with the same amount. 0,9 219 017) were 

^^r^n^tSe^ir e^Sn't^iu™ '®>«- 

overstated. 

• Invoices of R43 71 5 could not be traced to the general ledger. 

• Recurring expenditure of R937 698 could not be traced to expenditure Of creditors. 

j * ^ DAOA nRQ /901 1 • R88 625 356) was disclosed in the statement of 

“• S^^r^rSan^Toolld 'n'o. ob.rreaineble essurence es suffiden, e^pdate 

aS e^,ten«™nd explanations could not be obtain^ STsItiSry eSrnative 
R109 945 653 and journals requested. I was unable to ^g^e 

audit procedures to obtain reasonable assurance that 
properly recorded as the municipality's systems did not allow for this. 


obtain reasonable audit assurance on expenditure. 

Enfiploye^-rolsted costs 

35. Personnel cost of R36 562 956 was disclosed in note 26 to the financial statements. I 
could not obtain reasonable assurance due to the matters listed below. 

• No supporting documents for journals could be provided. 

• Classification errors were identified between various disclosure items within 
personnel cost. 

. The comparative amount for personnel cost does not agree to the prior year financial 
statements of R916 852 and no journal was processed for this amount as reporte 
paragraph 2. 

• A difference was identified between the payroll, the general ledger and the financial 
statements of R12 804 284 as no reconciliation was performed. 

• A deceased employee was overpaid and no measures were taken to recover the 
amount of R1 814. 

• Not all disclosures have been made for personnel cost in note 26. 

36. Variances were Wentilied between the generel Wo" 

oarties Employee cost is therefore understated with R78 022 ™ 

SSTanoe transactions (note 17) is understated with R64 200 and general expenditure 
fnote 251 is overstated with R13 823. I could not obtain reasonable assurance personnel 
cost of R36 562 956 as sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be ° ^ 

material differences identified between the current year and previous year a^unt 
disclosed in the financial statements. Sufficient appropriate audit evidence could also not 
2e pmvIdeS fo^ayments made to third parties of R478 905. The entity's records did not 
permit the application of alternative procedures. 

37 Remuneration of councillors of R9 283 987 was disclosed in note 27 to the financial 
Srementl Uoul? obtain reasonable assurance due to the matters listed below: 

. Cellphone allowance of R4 248 was paid in excess of the amount permitted by 
government gazette. 

. Medical aid contributions of R9 432 was paid in excess of the amount permitted by 
Governmerrt Gazette. 

. A difference was identified between the payroll, the general ledger and the financial 
statement of R1 5 838 as no reconciliation was performed. 

. Pension fund contributions was paid in excess of the 15% as permitted by the 
government Gazette of R561 550. 


• Travel allowances was paid in excess of the 25% of the total remuneration of 
package as permitted by the Government Gazette of R86 325. 

Irregular expenditure 

38. Irregular expenditure was reflected as R324 679 (201 1 : RO) m note 40 ^ the 

statements I was unable to perform satisfactory audit procedures to obtain reasonable 
assurance on the completeness of irregular expenditure as there was no system in place 
to record and account for irregular expenditure. Furthermore, the following were noted. 

• Insufficient disclosures have been made for irregular expenditure as no 
comparative figures were disclosed. 

• Sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be provided for R25 262 211 for 
unspent conditional grants that are not backed by cash and cash equivalents and 
that were not reflected as irregular expenditure. 

. Sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be provided for 

and quotations accepted totalling R9 432 151 (hereinafter referred to as awards ). 

• Sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be obtained for 
Consequently, I could not determine whether bids were evaluated by the bid 
evaluation committees which were composed of officials from the departmente 
requiring the goods or services and at least one SCM practitioner of the 
municipality as per the requirements of SCM regulation 28(2). 

. Excess payments for travel allowance of R86 325, pension fund contributions of 
R661 550, medical aid contributions of R9 432, cell phone allowance of R4 248 to 
councillors were not reflected as irregular expenditure. 

€ Invoices of R3 51 4 497 were not attached to payment vouchers. 


39. Section 1 1 2 of the MFMA requires the entity to implement and maintain an appropriate 
procurement and provisioning system which is fair, equitable, transparent, competitive 
and cost-effective. Irregular expenditure was misstated due to the following matters. 

• Irregular expenditure of R11 210 005 was incurred in the period as a result of the 
contravention of SCM legislation. 

• The required number of quotes were not obtained for transactions of R17 664 864, 

• Invoices was not attached to payment vouchers of R3 51 4 497. 

• Payments were not approved by delegated officials of R5 268. 

• Goods and services of R1 293 096 did not include a certificate which states 
compliance with section 24 of the CIDB regulations. 

• For the awards valued at R12 493 468. the preference points system was not 
applied in all procurement of goods and services above R30 000 as required by 
section 2(a) of the Preferential Procurement Policy Frarnework Act and SCM 
regulation 28(1 )(a). Furthermore, invitations for competitive bidding were not always 
advertised for a required minimum period of days as per the requirements of SCM 
regulation 22(1) & 22(2). 


Fruitless and wasteful expenditure 

Unauthorised expenditure 

the classification and accuracy, and occurrence pertaining to exp 
Related party , 

42 International Public Sector Accounting Standards, IPSAS20, R^'^ted-Par^ d^^ 

requires disclosure of the remuneration of key management personnel an , 

Sduals The total remuneration of key management personnel was not included in 

disclosure notes 26 and 27 to the financial statements. 

Presentation and disclosure 

for financial instruments, revenue from non exchange transactions, impairmen o asse s, 
heritage assets and employee benefits. 

44 GRAP 1 04, Financial instruments, was issued in October 2p09 bjjJ Sioot C3^?i04^No 

Jsed by the municipality as no pertinent disclosure has been made in the accounting 
polici6S pertaining financial instruments. 

45. The municipality did not make budget disclosure as required by GRAP 24. Presentation 
of budget information in Financial Statements. 

46. No disclosure was made for leases identified as required by GRAP 1 3, Leases, 
well as material losses incurred. 


48. No reticulation losses assessment was disclosed. 


Cash flow statement tho 

the cash flow statement and related notes. 

srTeir^Tsignfficancecfftem*^^^^^^ 

pSfbaS aur^inton. Accordingly, 1 do not express an opinion on the 
financial statements. 

Emphasis of matters 

I draw altenlion to the matters below. My opinion is not nxtdified in respect of these matters: 
Restatement of corresponding figures # 

51. Asdlsotosed in note 

^rTernSTsSlrnr^^^e^ ^ 0 ^^ teen jnoi^^d in the frnanCi 
Statements for the restatement of prior penod comparative amounts. 

Funding of operations/ financial sustainability/ going concern 

“ HSSSESsSlsSS: 

ability to fund its operations and debts as they arise. 

Material Impairments 

53 . As disclosed in note 1 1 of the financial statements the provision for the impairment 
receivables amounted to R56 089 223. 

Financial Sustainability 

54 An overall high-level discussion of the service delivery risks posed by the above 
assessment were performed after considenng the following. 

budget. 

30 days as required by MFMA. 


57. 

58. 




The figures above also included significant iimitations, due to the disclaln.er of opinion 
expressed. 


report on other legal and regulatory requirements 

59. In of 15"DeS^b^r'?0W°l UidSe tetow on the 

S^uTMoiSS r^tt as set out on pages )OC to XX and nuiterial non.oon.plianoe 
with laws and regulations applicable to the municipality. 

Pre-detemnined objectives 

the MSA and section I21(3)(c) of the MFMA 
Compliance with laws and regulations 


Budgets 

the requirements of section 39(‘l)(a) 

63. The 2012 adjustment budget ..as not approved by the council, as required by Municipai 
Budget and Reporting Regulation 25, 

64. Theaccounhng oflicerdsl afd 

municipality, as required by section 72(1) and 72{1)(a)(ii) ot tne iviunicip 

Management Act. 

Annual financial statements, performance and annual report 

65. The financial statements S^of the^MFMA^ MaterSr misstatements 

statements receiving a disclaimer opinion. 

tabled, as required by section 129 ( 1 ) of the MFMA. 


67. 


68 . 


69. 


70. 


71. 


72. 


73. 


74. 


The accounting officer did not 129(3) of the 

annual report within seven days of its adoption, as requires y 

MFMA. 

Municipal Finance Management Act. 

Management Act. 

A written explanation was not submitted .JJ gf requKd fc^^SSion 127(3^ of 

the tabling of the 201 0/1 1 annual report in the council, as requires y 

the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

Municipal Rnance Management Act. 

The annual report for q® gen^ral's^^ 

general's audit report by the accounting officer of any arrears on 

performance measurements, an ar/'ountino officer's assessment of the 

municipal taxes and service charges, the nerfftirnance obiectives for revenue 

by »«ion 121(3)(.m of tbb M.nidp.1 

Finance Management Act. 

Act and section 121 (3)(c) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

The annual performance '»:XHSma'’rfarS aa°^r!rJ;SS^>!’a 
performance of the municipality and ( comoarison with the previous financial 

nf thf» Municioal Systems Act. 


Audit committees 

75. An audrf commidae was not in place, as rept-reO by section 136,1, of me Municipal 
Finance and Management Act. 

Planning and Performance Management Regulation 14(2)(a). 


Internal audit 


77. 


78. 


79. 


80. 


81. 


,n.ernal audit did r«. 

LppS^:grara?ra^a"pS^ l65(2Xb) ofth, MFm. 

inlamal audit did not avaluata tha raliability and integnty ot financial and operational 
information as required by TR 3.2.11(b). 

Management Regulation 14(1)(a). 

The internal audit unit did not assess the functionality of the performance management 
Management Regulation 14(1)(b)(i)(ii)(ii0- 

sSSSSSSS- 

Management Regulation 14(1)(c). 

Procurement and contract management 

82 Goods and aenrices with a transaejion value of ST 

■ procured without obtaining written pnee 

prospective providers as per the requirements of SCM regulation 17(a) s. (C). 

83 Bids were not always evaluated by the bid evaluation ^ 

“it one SCM praifiUoner of the municipality as required by SCM regulation 28(2). 

84. Invitations for competitive bidding were "O' ^^“gs for a required minimum 

period of days, as required by SCM regulation 22(1) & 22(2). 

85. Bid adjudication was not always done by committees which were composed in 

accordance with SCM regulation 29(2). 

ratified by the accounting officer, as required by SCM regulation 29(5){b). 

87 The performance of contractors or providers was not monitored on a monthly basis, as 
required by section 1 1 6(2)(b) of the MFMA. 

27(3). 


89. 


90. 


TR 16A.6.4. 

Construction Industry Development Board. 


Human resource management and compensation 


ail 

WII/C.1A.2. 

93. The competencies of the 9^^^^ in competency 

competency Lev.s 

(GNR.493 of 2007) regulation 13. 

Regulations on Minimum Competency Leveis regulat 

95. The ennoel report of the ™"ieiPa% « 

prescribed minimum competencies as required y ey 
Competency Levels regulation 14(2)(b). 

Expenditure management 

the MFMA. 

sni.ei;.r,,"^ 

An adequate man^ement, acoounti^ and infom^ required by 


96. 


97. 


98 


“ 0 : 9 ^ e™en?tae''»;e7itwaa i,;o,«ed and acodunted 
section 65(2)(b)of the MFMA. 

section 62(1)(d) of the MFMA. 

:rHSiaufr:;'5red?;Snw 

Act. 


65(2)(a) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

102. T.e acccontino aff,cer 

alleged irregular expenditure gg a result of criminal conduct, as 

Hoanae Manaoe^n. Aat. 

Transfer of funds and/ or conditional grants 

1 03. The allocations for Municipal ^pa'j'sSem^ ACIP ’ 

Rural Household infrastructure f^r ourooses other than those stipulated in their 

SequIimeSa of sactlon 15(1) of the Divisiaa of Revanua Act. 

104. The accounting ^cer ^16? i'Sh^witW^ Mo months^er 
KdTfte n’S^ciai y1a?as requlr«l by section 1 1 (6) of the Division of Revenue Act. 

Revenue management 

section 64{2)(e) of the MFMA. 

,06. interest was not charged on all atraaiS accounts as requited by secUon 64(2)(g) of me 
Municipal Finance and Management Act. 

107 The accounSng officer did no, take effective ervi app^pnem ^ 
rnonS due to the municipality as per the requirements of TR 1 1 .2.1 . 

1 08 Revenue due to the municipality was not calculated on a monthly basis, as requ‘ 
section 64(2){b) of the Municipal Finance Management A . 

1 09. Accounts for municipal tax M^ Management Act. 

monthly basis, as required by section 64(2)(c) ottne wiun.cip 

110 Revenue received was not always reconciled on a weekly basis, as required by section 
e4(2)(h) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

Asset management 

111. The accounting officer did not take g ®® accounts 

“hils^Sme ™„mrp&squired by^sechon 63(2)(s) bf the Municipsl Finance 
Management Act. 


Treasury Regulations 10.1 

1 13. An etfno«ve system t>f internal control for esse« was not in ptece. as required by secdon 
63(2)(c) of the Municipal Finance Management A 

:rrac^r^“l PAA ajd in 

Government Gazette 33872 of ?e«rnber 2010.^^^^^^^^^ effectiveness of internal 
LtrSon r ".bTrs"rr“,a?ons are included in this report. 

rTh?accoun«ng odicer did 

ethical business practices and 9°^ and performance 

of the entity, furthermore within the municipality. 

sriirJreir,?rnr.HaTssi:^^^^^ 

116. The municipality also did not ''J'Jlo*® on^deterS 

Su2ttd"1?nS2SSSl errors Ind non-ccnop,ance matters dwing the 
current year under review, 

117. There is no indication d’®' Sd^uwjSlta add 

~s, processes, and responsibilities vwthin the 

municipality, 

116. Theaccocmdngofficerdid^tdevelopand^.^^^ 

address internal control detaenaes. There was ^ersignuj^ ^ impletely 
SSK'’no S^®n Le exerdsed to ensum that the prior 

period audit opinion is minimised. 

Financial and performance management ■ i h 

119. The accounting officer did not review and 

performance reports that are supported and evidenced ^ 

monitor compliance with laws and . -^^piete relevant and accurate 

,20. There were also no controls, monitoring and review over dally and monthly pmcessing 
and reconciliation of transactions. 


Governance 

1 21 The shared service audit committee did not ensure that there is an adequate resourced 

and functioning internal audit unit that identifies intemai control deficiencies and 
recommends corrective actions effectively. 

1 22. Appropriate a risk management activity was not implemented to ensure regular risk 
assessments, including consideration of IT risks and fraud prevention, are conducted an 
that a risk strategy to address the risks is developed and monitored. 

123. The audit committee did not promote accountability and service delivery through 
evaluating and monitoring responses to risks and providing oversight over 
effectiveness of the internal control environment, including financial and performance 
reporting and compliance with laws and regulations. 





Kimberley 
15 July 2013 



AUDITOR-CJEMERAU 

SOUTH APRiCA 


Auditing to huitd pubfic confidence 


